Abstract
Introduction
Research on varieties of English has until recently traditionally been anchored in Kachru's (1985) Three Circles classification model of Englishes, which equates native English (ENL), English as a Second Language (ESL) and English as a Foreign Language (EFL) with the status of English in a particular country -ENL or Inner Circle countries, where English is spoken as the dominant native language (e.g. UK, US), ESL or Outer Circle countries, where English has spread as a result of colonialism and serves as an additional official language (e.g. India, Singapore) and EFL or Expanding Circle countries, where English is learnt as an important foreign language in formal instructional settings (e.g., France, Japan). Despite the fact that the Three Circles model has started to receive some criticism (mainly because it is based on colonial heritage and does not reflect the globalization process that Englishes have undergone over the past few years; see Mair 2013) , it has nonetheless, in the recent years, provided a valuable theoretical framework to explore whether ENL, ESL and EFL form a continuum rather than strict categories (see Hundt and Mukherjee 2011 (Deshors 2014 ; also see Mukherjee and Hundt eds. 2011 , Gilquin 2015 , Gries and Deshors 2015 for studies that adopt such a unified analytical framework). By bringing ENL, EFL and ESL together, researchers have been able to identify parallels in the uses of English by foreign and second language speakers (in the broad sense of the term; see Mukherjee and Hundt eds. 2011 , Edwards and Laporte 2015 , Gilquin 2015 , Gries and Deshors 2015 . Therefore, studies such as Deshors (2014) , Edwards (2014 Edwards ( , 2016 and Gilquin and Granger (2011) have called into question the traditionally assumed divide between EFL and ESL by showing that it is not necessarily clear-cut. For instance, Deshors (2014: 298) concludes that "within the EFL-ESL continuum, individual world and learner variants are intermingled rather than grouped together according to 'type' and positioned distinctively closer or further away from the native variant". In this context, a tendency common to a large number of corpus-based studies on the continuum is that they start by analyzing linguistic phenomena in individual English varieties that belong to differ-ent types of Englishes (e.g. Hong Kong, Singapore, Indian English for ESL, German, French, Spanish learner English for EFL and British, American, Australian English for ENL, etc.). From there, observed differences across these varieties serve as a springboard to draw generalized conclusions on the structure of ENL, ESL and EFL at large. In this context, what the present study is set up to do is to distinguish itself from these studies in the following way: first, by contrasting individual Englishes from all three types of varieties (using a clustering technique) to verify that the varieties we investigate yield patterns of language use compatible with Kachru's classification. Then, in a second step, we contribute to the continuum discussion by integrating the three types of English as a predictor of potential linguistic variation directly into a logistic regression model so as to assess to what extent linguistic patterns can be reliably predicted to belong to a specific type of English. While neither of our methodological steps is new in itself (both techniques were applied independently in Szmrecsanyi and Kortmann (2011) and Edwards and Laporte (2015) for the cluster analysis and Gries and Deshors (2015) for the regression analysis), the innovative aspect of our approach lies in that we use both techniques to explore the same linguistic phenomenon and we use the regression approach to dig deeper into the results of the cluster analysis.
1 This is an important point because the cluster and the regression analyses differ significantly in how they model and ultimately portray the usage patterns of a particular linguistic phenomenon. For instance, in the cluster analysis, potential interactions between the use of a particular linguistic feature and the elements of its linguistic context of use are not taken into account, whereas they are accounted for in the regression analysis. Ultimately, it is reasonable to believe that accounting for the context of use of a particular linguistic feature and its potential influence on how that feature is being used by different populations of English speakers may lead to different conclusions on the validity of the continuum.
For our purposes, we specifically focus on progressive marking in two ENLs (British (BrE) and American (AmE) Englishes), three ESLs (Indian (IndE), Singaporean (SgE) and Nigerian (NigE) Englishes) and three EFL varieties of English (by Finnish-, French-and Polish-speaking learners) . Although this linguistic feature has long been explored as a way to capture cross-varietal variation (e.g. van Rooy 2006 van Rooy , 2014 Hundt and Vogel 2011; Rautionaho 2014; van Rooy and Piotrowska 2015; Laitinen and Levin 2016; Edwards 2016 and Deshors 2017) , it is only recently that it has been studied as part of the progressive vs. non-progressive alternation. Specifically, in the first multifactorial analysis of progressive vs. non-progressive constructions, Rautionaho and Deshors's (forthc.) study on the linguistic contexts of the two constructions to determine whether and to what extent those contexts influence the constructional choices of speakers of different ESL/EFL varieties. Although the study adds illuminating findings to existing monofactorial accounts of the progressive construction, a main downside of the study is its limitation to written data. This is important in that the progressive has been shown to be more frequent in speech than in writing (e.g. Leech et al. 2009 , Salles Bernal 2015 . Furthermore, according to Salles Bernal (2015) , the combination of the progressive with certain linguistic features (e.g. the modal auxiliary will) is not only more frequent in speech than in writing but specifically so in AsianEnglish varieties while the opposite is true of BrE (2015: 98) . Against this body of research, the question arises as to how speakers (rather than writers) of different types of Englishes differ in their choices of progressive vs. non-progressive construction and how such potential differences can inform the overall debate on the ENL-ESL-EFL continuum.
In what follows, we first set the stage for the present study by discussing previous research on the ENL-ESL-EFL continuum and on the progressive (Section 2), after which we present the data and the statistical methods in Section 3. The results of the study are presented in Section 4, and they are discussed in detail in Section 5.
2
Setting the stage 2.1 Why is Kachru's classification of Englishes a matter of debate for the continuum? As mentioned above, the Three Circles model, and the ENL-ESL-EFL distinction, is anchored in the historical context of English varieties. As the Kachruvian paradigm draws attention to and seeks acceptance of post-colonial varieties (i.e. ESLs) and their local standards and norms, it is primarily the different sociolinguistic contexts of EFLs and ESLs that set them apart. It is assumed that those different contexts (wider society for ESL vs. classrooms for EFL) are likely to give rise to different orientation to norms: in this framework, ESL is viewed as norm-developing whereas EFL is viewed as norm-dependent (Kachru 1985) . Put differently, societies where English is spoken as an ESL provide ample opportunities for speakers to use the language, which results in the spread and conventionalization of non-standard forms within the speech community (van Rooy 2010 , 2011 , Deshors et al. 2016 . In EFL contexts, however, non-standard forms are generally equated with 'deficiency' (Deshors 2017; see Deshors et al. 2016 for an in-depth discussion on errors vs. innovations in the speech of EFL and ESL users). A number of recent corpus-based studies have begun to empirically examine the validity of the labels ESL and EFL in the context of the continuum on the grounds that the two non-native types of Englishes arise from similar processes of second language acquisition (e.g. Williams 1987 , Biewer 2011 and also because the global spread of English has led many EFL speakers to take their use of English beyond the classroom walls, thus blurring the sociolinguistic divide between EFL and ESL (Mair 2013) . In this context, studies such as Bongartz and Buschfeld (2011) on the post-colonial variety of Cyprus English and Gilquin and Granger (2011) on the use of into (which has been found to trigger innovative uses in non-native varieties), support the existence of the continuum (rather than categorical distinction) between ESL and EFL. More recent, and methodologically more sophisticated studies such as Edwards and Laporte (2015) on into across AmE, BrE, SgE, IndE and Dutch English and Deshors (2014) on the dative alternation across BrE, IndE, SgE, Hong Kong English (HKE) and German and French learner Englishes also support the existence and the theoretical relevance of the continuum. Interestingly, however, while more methodologically sophisticated studies such as Deshors (2014) , Gries and Deshors (2015) and Szmrecsanyi and Kortmann (2011) demonstrate the usefulness of state-of-the-art statistical techniques such as (mixed-effects) logistic regression modeling (in the case of Deshors 2014, and Deshors 2015,) and cluster analysis (in the case of Szmrecsanyi and Kortmann 2011,) to contribute to the continuum discussion, those three studies draw somewhat conflicting conclusions as to whether or not the distinction between EFL and ESL should be viewed as continuous or dichotomous in nature. While, on the one hand, Deshors (2014) supports the continuum (i.e. a non-categorical approach to ESL and EFL), Gries and Deshors (2015) as well as Szmrecsanyi and Kortmann (2011) , on the other hand, lean more towards a dichotomous distinction. For instance, based on a large-scale comparison of synthetic vs. analytic coding strategies in grammar, Szmrecsanyi and Kortmann (2011) claim the need for drawing a distinction between EFL and ESL (see also Laitinen (forthc.) in the context of English as a Lingua Franca).
The present work builds on the above studies by continuing to apply sophisticated statistical techniques but also by integrating Kachru's classification directly into a data modeling process, something that, as far as we know, neither of the above-mentioned studies include in their methodological design. A main benefit of this approach lies in that it allows us to investigate the same linguistic phenomenon, progressive marking, through the lens of both techniques, cluster analysis and logistic regression, within the scope of a single analysis and this, with the view to assess to what extent both statistical approaches, can ultimately lead to differing perspectives on whether or not EFL and ESL should be located on a continuum.
Why is progressive marking helpful to talk about the continuum?
A number of studies have already shown that World Englishes vary in their uses of the progressive. Studies such as Hundt and Vogel (2011 ), Rautionaho (2014 ), van Rooy (2006 , van Rooy and Piotrowska (2015) , and Laitinen and Levin (2016) have all explored the uses of the progressive form (in particular in terms of its frequencies and semantic functions) within individual English varieties and integrated their findings into the general question of the continuum. As a linguistic phenomenon, progressive marking is interesting for various reasons. First, over the past few centuries, its frequency has increased in spoken language and speech-like registers in particular (e.g. Smitterberg 2005; Leech et al. 2009: 119-141) . Second, previous studies show that the progressive is indeed used in different functions and linguistic contexts, although the differences are commonly attested in individual varieties rather than types of Englishes (see e.g. Collins 2008; Hundt and Vogel 2011; Rautionaho 2014) . Furthermore, semantically, ESL varieties are often characterized by the extended use of stative and habitual progressives in situations that are not temporary in nature (see, e.g. van Rooy 2006 van Rooy , 2014 van Rooy and Piotrowska 2015) . Importantly, though, there is considerable variation between ESL varieties; extended stative or habitual progressives are infrequent in SgE and Philippines English and relatively common in IndE and HKE (Rautionaho 2014: 199, 207) . Turning to contexts of use, or the morpho-syntax of the progressive, Collins (2008) , for instance, shows that SgE and IndE use progressives with modal auxiliaries considerably more frequently than ENL and other ESL varieties, while Rautionaho (2014: 104) found that HKE and IndE speakers combine the progressive with the present tense clearly more often than ENL and other ESL speakers.
Recently, the analytical focus in research on the progressive has started to shift to the progressive vs. non-progressive alternation (rather than focusing on the analysis of the progressive as an isolated, stand-alone construction) with the aim of pinning down the contextual factors that influence speakers' choice of one linguistic variant or the other. Importantly, research on the alternation is primarily interested in the linguistic contexts of use of the two constructions, and it does not address the differences or similarities of the functions of the two constructions. See Aarts et al. (2013) for discussions on how to measure the increase in the progressive -per million words or in comparison with non-progressives -and to what extent there are identifiable 'true alternants'. Rautionaho and Deshors (forthc.) present a logistic regression analysis of the two constructions in BrE, AmE, IndE, SgE and Dutch English varieties, and find that, more often than not, more than one factor simultaneously affects the choice of the progressive over the non-progressive. More specifically, semantic domains emerge as contextual features that influence writers' constructional choices regardless of their English variety and their written genre. Furthermore, Existence verbs, Aspect-Causative verbs and Mental verbs most significantly influence writers' choices, and as those domains are shown to transcend varieties and genres, they emerge as core determining factors in writers' constructional choices. 2 In the context of the continuum, the study supports the recent trend to explore the fuzzy boundaries of ESL and EFL in progressive marking (Hundt and Vogel 2011; Bois et al. 2000 Bois et al. -2005 , which is regularly used to substitute for the unfinished spoken part of ICE-US. To ensure compatibility with data drawn from the ICE and LINDSEI corpora, we only included SBCSAE files that represent face-to-face conversation. Similarly, there are differences between the ICE corpora and the LINDSEI corpora that require comment. LINDSEI consists of three different text types: discussion of a set topic, free discussion and picture description. For this study, only the set topic and free discussion sections were used, as the picture description task may induce more frequent use of the progressive form and thus distort the results, and only the students' turns (B-turns) were included in the analysis, i.e., the interviewers' turns (A-turns) were excluded. While there are no text categories in ICE that would be fully comparable to LINDSEI, we limited our focus on Face-to-face conversations (i.e. files S1A-001 to S1A-090). Most earlier studies comparing ESL and EFL have been based on the written sister corpus of the LINDSEI, the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE; Granger et al. 2009 ), which is relatively well comparable with certain sections in ICE (e.g. student essays and examination scripts, academic writing). Previous studies comparing LINDSEI with ICE are much fewer, and they have resorted to a number of different strategies; Gries and Deshors (2015) use the Class lessons section of ICE, while Götz and Schilk (2011) pair each text type in LINDSEI with a separate text type in ICE. Having closely examined the LINDSEI discussions, we chose Face-to-face conversations as the most comparable section of ICE, based on similarities in the discussion settings and topics of conversation. We acknowledge the fact that the three corpora are not fully comparable, which may have an effect on the generalizability of our results. However, as long as there are no fully comparable corpora representing spoken 3 ENL, ESL and EFL, we will have to resort to the best possible match we can find, in this case, the Face-to-face conversations. 
Data extraction and annotation of linguistic factors
The progressives were extracted from the corpora using WordSmith Tools Concordancer, with the form *ing preceded by different forms of the auxiliary verb BE (i.e., am, *'m, are, aren', *'re, is, *'s, isn ', was, wasn', were, weren', be) , with a maximum of five words in between. The non-progressives were extracted (i) manually from SBCSAE and LINDSEI and (ii) automatically 5 from the syntactically annotated (PoS-tagged and parsed) versions of ICE (see e.g. Schneider and Hundt 2012). We did not restrict contexts of use in any way to ensure that all possible contexts where the progressive may occur were included, despite the fact that in Standard English certain linguistic contexts may favor the non-progressive. Note, however, that we did not include perfect progressives, since the combination of a perfect with the progressive is generally rare (Leech et al. 2009: 124) . Furthermore, those instances which only superficially resemble progressives, in that they include a form of the verb BE and a present participle, were manually excluded from the data. Such instances include nouns and adjectives, gerunds, appositively used participles, non-finite clauses and the future marker be going to. With regard to the non-progressive tokens, we followed the same criteria, where eligible, and additionally, manually excluded a number of constructions that are rare or inexistent in the progressive. These include, for instance, BE to V, existential there-construction and imperatives (for more detailed information, see Rautionaho and Deshors, forthc.) . Furthermore, the study only includes c. 250 progressives and c. 250 non-progressives per variety, randomly chosen from the dataset, and is exclusively based on the lemmas that were observed in both progressive and non-progressive constructions. Table 1 presents an overview of the distribution of progressive and non-progressive constructions within individual investigated English: Each token extracted from the data was coded for seven different factors, which are summarized below in Table 2 and some of them briefly discussed below. The coding of all of the factors was cross-checked by each author for the sake of objectivity. process cannot continue). 7 In the present study, we use the following Aktionsart categorization: States (more or less permanent situations which do not involve dynamism; as in (1)), Processes (dynamic, atelic; as in (2)), Accomplishments (dynamic, telic; as in (3)), and Achievements (dynamic, telic and punctual; as in (4)). Importantly, the Aktionsart category of a token is determined on the basis of the lexical verb and its arguments, as well as by the presence of prepositional phrases or temporal adverbials, as these elements may affect the categorization; a Process becomes an Accomplishment when a countable object (e.g. eat an apple) or a PrepP (e.g. walk to school) is added. To avoid the Imperfective Paradox, 8 we analyzed the Aktionsart category of a sentence based on the underlying 'unaspectual' form (e.g. [John draw a circle]). Furthermore, it should also be noted that the same lemma may receive a different analysis in different contexts (e.g. THINK may be analyzed as a Process or as a State depending on the context).
(1) So we have petroleum (ICE-NIG, con_30) (2) So your mother looks after them (ICE-SG, S1A-037) (3) They are moving out to Portugal next year (ICE-GB, S1A-025) (4) She discovers herself her real self (LINDSEI-FR, FR033)
With regard to ANIMACY of the subject, we decided to code the factor in a binary way, i.e. 'animate' vs. 'inanimate', despite the gradient nature of animacy; Strang (1982) , for instance, distinguishes between 'human', 'quasi-human or animal' and 'inanimate' subjects. Our binary approach thus regards, for instance, animals as 'animate', and collective nouns such as family, team or company as 'animate' when they clearly refer to a group of individuals (i.e. human beings). On a number of occasions in our data, the subject is ellipted; in such cases we reconstructed the most likely subject based on evidence from the context, and annotated the animacy of that reconstructed subject. Although animacy of the subject has been discussed as a potential factor in the overall increase of the progressive (see e.g. Hundt 2004; Smitterberg 2005) , no clear diachronic trends have been found (see e.g. Kranich 2010: 147) . Regionally, however, the preference for the progressive to occur with animate subjects has been shown to vary to some extent in historical BrE, AmE and New Zealand English (Hundt 2004) . Regional variation with regard to the animacy of the subject in connection with progressives in Present-Day English has not been, to our knowledge, studied in any detail.
Previous research has indicated the potential importance of morpho-syntactic features in the choice between the progressive and the non-progressive; Leech et al. (2009: 124) find that, in their diachronic BrE data, present tense progressives increase the most, and that there is also an increase of passive progressives and those that combine with the modal. To model how tense and voice, and the co-occurrence of modal auxiliaries, affect the choice of the progressive over the non-progressive, we annotated each token for 'modal', 'past' or 'present' and 'active' or 'passive'.
Statistical approach
In order to explore the alternation patterns of progressive and non-progressive constructions across Englishes, we adopted two different statistical techniques. First, we conducted a hierarchical cluster analysis (HAC) to explore degrees of similarity across individual English varieties (i.e. to identify which of our varieties behave similarly with regard to the progressive vs. non-progressive alternation) and then we conducted a logistic regression analysis to examine, within and across individual types of Englishes, how the grammatical contexts of (non-) progressive constructions affect their uses. Our choice to use those two specific techniques reflects our objective to offer an analysis of cross-varietal variation based on the empirical identification of clusters of Englishes rather than the a priori theoretically-based assumption that those clusters exist in our data. Besides the general advantage of ensuring that the categorization of our English varieties reflect their behavior in the data, the primary objectives of our cluster analysis are to (i) assess to what degree the clustering of our individual Englishes reflect, empirically, predominant theoretical models of English varieties that distinguish between ENL, ESL and EFL and then (ii) to 'feed' our obtained clusters of Englishes into a logistic regression analysis to ultimately understand how the linguistic contexts of (non-)progressive constructions differ within each of our types of Englishes. Furthermore, an additional benefit of this two-step methodological approach lies in that within the confines of a single analysis we are able to (i) operate at two levels of granularity with regard to English varieties and types (i.e. the more specified level of individual English and the more general level of types of Englishes), (ii) make sure that both levels of granularity are in line with one another and (iii) maximize the power of our regression analysis by predicting speakers' choices of (non-)progressive constructions on the basis of types of Englishes rather than individual varieties. This view is based on the notion that the more levels a variable includes, the less accurate predictions become for each of the levels. So on that basis, types of Englishes (which are smaller in number than individual varieties) will be predicted more accurately compared to the individual varieties. Therefore, in this context, our two statistical techniques should not be approached as independent of each other. Instead, they should be viewed as connected in that in the regression analysis, the clusters of types of Englishes are used to model the alternation patterns of progressive and non-progressive constructions with a binary logistic regression technique.
Focusing on each of our statistical techniques independently, the HAC approach is an exploratory method which, for the purpose of the present work, provides a way of exploring the cross-varietal similarities and the differences between progressive and non-progressive uses based on a large number of contextual clues. With this method, we are able to compute behavioral profiles of (non-)progressive constructions within each of our Englishes varieties and compare variety-specific profiles across Englishes. As Divjak and Gries (2009: 277) explain, behavioral profiles are comprehensive inventories of elements that cooccur with a word within the confines of a single clause or sentence in actual speech or writing. Statistically, those profiles represent vectors of co-occurrence percentages of a syntactic pattern with all individual predictors' levels (i.e. contextual linguistic features included in the analysis). Behavioral profiles therefore provide form-specific summaries of the semantic and morpho-syntactic behavior of (non-)progressive constructions in each sub-corpus. Based on behavioral profiles, the HAC technique allows us to organize the two constructions in focus by finding dissimilarities between their profiles across investigated English variants and by grouping similar variants together, based on a comprehensive annotation scheme (described in detail in Section 3.2). For the purpose of the present analysis, the individual profiles of (non-)progressive occurrences were computed across the data (i.e., FR. prog , FI. prog , PL. prog , NIG. prog , SG. prog , IND. prog , GB. prog , US. prog , FR. nonprog , FI. nonprog , PL. nonprog , NIG .nonprog , SG. nonprog , IND .nonprog , GB .nonprog , US .nonprog ) using Gries' (2009) R script Behavioral Profiles 1.01, in relation to the identified semantic and morpho-syntactic predictors. In terms of output, the HAC analysis produces a dendrogram featuring clusters that exhibit high intra-cluster similarity and low inter-cluster similarity and which are, ultimately, all part of a single cluster, the original dataset. In keeping with previous studies (e.g. Divjak and Gries 2006), we chose the Canberra metric as a measure of (dis)similarity and Ward's rule as an amalgamation strategy. For Divjak and Gries (2006: 37) , the advantage of the Canberra metric is that it "handles the comparatively large number of zero occurrences of particular features best". The cluster analyses were later validated on the basis of a bootstrap resampling scheme carried out with the R function PVCLUST. Conceptually, resampling consists of sampling repeatedly and randomly, with replacement, from the entire data sample.
In contrast, binary logistic regression is a confirmatory approach that has become relatively customary in many variationist corpus-based studies in World Englishes research. Broadly, regression analysis is a useful tool that helps us focus on a dependent variable (here ASPECT) and its relation to individual predictors. In the present study, logistic regression modeling helps us identify possible correlations between the predictors and native and non-native speakers' contructional choices within individual types of Englishes (ENL, ESL and EFL). As statistical models, multifactorial regressions are geared towards predicting a particular linguistic item based on a variety of independent co-occurring linguistic features. Therefore, this is an approach with which we can assess how the grammatical context of a linguistic item systematically varies across Englishes as well as the extent of the impact of individual features on the dependent variable. Technically, this approach requires that the data be formatted as a raw annotation table in which all extractions are individually tagged. In terms of data distribution, this approach involves no particular assumption except that the data points are independent of one another. The model we initially used for the regression includes:
• ASPECT as the dependent variable with only two levels: progressive and non-progressive; • independent variables (specifically CONTINUUM, AKTIONSART, TENSE.MOD and ANIMACY) in the form of main effects; 9
• all these variables' interactions with CONTINUUM (i.e. including two-way interactions) as additional factors (to see which factors may potentially cause progressive and non-progressive constructions to behave differently in the different types of Englishes).
For the logistic regression, we subjected the dataset to a generalized linear model using the glm (Generalized Linear Model) function in R, using a stepwise modeling approach (with the R function MASS:stepAIC). This ensured the automatic removal from the model of all not-so-useful predictors based on AIC values. In this removal process, not-so-useful interactions were first removed, followed by individual factors that were not significant and did not participate in a significant interaction. To strengthen and validate our results, we then applied a bootstrapping technique (using the calibrate() function in R; see Harrell 2001) to ensure that our predictions were not obtained only when the training and test datasets were identical. This procedure is a cross-validation resampling method that uses a single observation from the original dataset as the validation data and the rest of the observations as the training data. Conceptually, resampling consists of sampling repeatedly and randomly, with replacement, from the entire data sample (Crawley 2007 
Results
Overall, our results are highly interesting, providing support for the fuzzy boundary between ESL and EFL varieties while contrasting with ENL varieties.
In what follows, we first present the results of the HAC analysis (Section 4.1) and then we proceed with the more fine-grained multifactorial results (Section 4.2).
Cluster analysis
The HAC analysis yielded the results presented in Figure 1 which is a dendrogram of the sixteen items, that is, the two constructions in focus across the eight sub-corpora clustered according to their behavioral profile percentages (i.e. based on their co-occurrence patterns with all the independent variables) and the output of the validation of the cluster analysis with PVCLUST for R. The figure shows Approximately Unbiased (AU) as well as Bootstrap Probability (BP) pvalues. AU p-values are computed by multiscale bootstrap resampling, which, according to Suzuki and Shimodaira (2011) , is a better approximation to unbiased p-values compared to BP values. On that basis, we exclusively focus on AU p-values in the remainder of the paper. Broadly, AU values are important indicators of how strongly the data support individual clusters. In the dendrogram, we observe that each cluster is represented by a horizontal line. Importantly, the length of the vertical line is an indication of the distance between clusters and the degree of autonomy of the clustered elements can be inferred based on the length of the vertical lines. So, reading the tree plot from the bottom up, forms clustered early will be more similar than forms clustered late and the longer the line between the clusters, the more autonomous the earlier cluster is from the next cluster it is amalgamated with. 
Figure 1: Dendrogram showing the clustering of progressive (prog) and non-progressive (nonprog) constructions in

pro ) English
Based on Figure 1 , we can observe the overall degree of (dis)similarity between all the clustered elements. All clusters are amalgamated in one overarching cluster at distance 22 and two main sub-clusters separate at distance 7. As expected, the dendrogram clearly distinguishes between the progressive and the non-progressive constructions. Each construction is clustered independently of the other. The package PVCLUST for R allows us to assess the degree of uncertainty of those clusters and to establish, based on approximately unbiased (AU) p-values how strongly the data support the clusters. Generally, the figure shows that the {{IND.nonprog, NIG.nonprog},{SG.nonprog {GB.nonprog, US.nonprog}}} is the most strongly supported by the data with an AU -p-value of 100-97=3%. In second place is the {FI.prog, US.prog} sub-cluster (AU p-value of 100-96=4%) followed by {NIG.prog, {GB.prog, SG.prog}} (AU p-value of 100-94=6%) and {FR.prog, PL.prog} (also with AU p-value of 100-94=6%). At this point, it is interesting to note that it is with progressive constructions that we find the highest number of most highly supported clusters: progressive clusters include four clusters with AU values higher than 90 whereas non-progressive clusters include two clusters with AU values higher than 90. Overall, the dendrogram yields highly interesting patterns: while there has been extensive literature on the progressive in non-native Englishes on how the phenomenon is prone to cross-varietal variation (see e.g. Collins 2008; Salles Bernal 2015; , Figure 1 shows how principled this variation is and how dependent on types of Englishes it is. In both main sub-clusters (i.e. the sub-cluster for progressive constructions and the sub-cluster for non-progressive constructions) we observe quite clearly that while, on the one hand, EFLs tend to group together, on the other hand, ESLs and ENLs tend to cluster together. That said, the picture is a little less clear with progressives than it is with non-progressives based on the {IND.prog {FI.prog, US.prog}} cluster towards the middle of the figure, indicating that usage patterns of the progressive are similar in AmE, IndE and Finnish learner English. Furthermore, although the two native Englishes belong to the same cluster, within that cluster, they separate into {NIG.prog {GB.prog, SG.prog}} and {IND.prog {FI.prog, US.prog}}. While this separation is not surprising, given that BrE and AmE have been documented to use progressive marking differently (see e.g. Kranich 2010; Laitinen and Levin 2016), it is nonetheless interesting to note that IndE and Finnish learner English seem to follow the American influence in their usage patterns of progressive constructions, whereas SgE and NigE lean more towards the British influence. In the Finnish context, this tendency to follow American influence may be largely explained by the prominent presence of American TV programs, which are not dubbed but subtitled. It is also interesting to note that the other two EFLs, French and Polish learner Englishes, which yield the strongest intra-cluster similarities and the strongest inter-cluster differences across all progressive clusters emerge as very similar to one another and less similar to native varieties than the other EFL and ESL varieties. This suggests the possible existence of EFL learner-specific patterns in the uses of progressive marking. Overall, the clustering that emerges from the HAC analysis generally supports a traditional Kachruvian categorization of our Englishes for the regression analysis. We now move on to the results of the regression analysis to assess which of the linguistic co-occurring features cause the different types of Englishes to vary in their usage patterns of the two alternating constructions.
Logistic regression
Overall, the regression results show that all significant factors contribute to significant higher-level interactions, i.e. it is only in specific linguistic contexts and only with certain types of Englishes that the factors influence speakers' constructional choice. Therefore, in what follows we will exclusively focus on those interactions and we will not discuss the main effects of individual significant factors. The final regression model reveals a significant correlation between the predictors and speakers' choice of (non-)progressive constructions (Likelihood ratio = 1199.96, p< -234 ), a corresponding relatively strong correlation (R 2 =0.38) and a high classification accuracy (76%, C=0.82). Table 3 shows a summary of the significant predictors and interaction terms identified by the model including their coefficients and significance levels. (See Table A1 in the appendix for an overview of the model's confidence intervals.) It should be kept in mind that what is referred to as 'significant' is the contrast between a given factor and its reference level as set for the regression (see Note 9 for a list of all the reference levels in the model). (The codes of statistical significance in Table 3 are to be interpreted as follows: *** stands for p < 0.00, ** stands for 0.001 p < 0.01, * stands for 0.01 p < 0.05 and '.' stands for 0.05 p < 0.1.) (5)), all three types of English speakers tend to make the same constructional choices. Across the board, we observe that with the predictor AKTIONSART, only States are recurrently favoring non-progressive constructions. This is an interesting result because, while existing literature has devoted much attention to all four Aktionsart categories and their contribution to progressive marking, our results suggest that in the context of understanding what factors influence speakers' decision to select a progressive or a non-progressive, Achievements do not play a strong part (and when they do, they only do so in modal contexts, as in (6)) and Accomplishments only play a significant part in contexts with past tenses (as in (7)).
(5) It's not as strong as it looks (ICE-GB, S1A-042) (6) So you wouldn't find any individual case fitting very nicely into on one model (ICE-SG, S1A-076) (7) I finished in nineteen ninety three (ICE-NIG, con_15) While, with this result, we do not wish to discredit in any way previous work conducted on how Accomplishment, Achievement, Process and State situations all characterize in one way or another the uses of the progressive in World Englishes, our results draw an important distinction between, on the one hand, the contextual features (in this case the specific Aktionsart categories) that we identify as characteristic of the uses of one or the other construction in focus and, on the other hand, the features that allow us to explain alternating patterns between the two constructions. Put differently, while the co-occurrence patterns of all four Aktionsart categories with a progressive construction may differ and ultimately help us understand better the governing principles behind progressive marking as an isolated linguistic phenomenon, it should not be assumed that all those Aktionsart categories play an influential role in speakers' decision to use or not a progressive construction. In what follows, we discuss our regression results in more detail, starting with the interactions that transcend types of Englishes (Section 4.2.1) and then focusing on those that do distinguish between EFL, ENL and ESL (Section 4.2.2).
Interactions that transcend types of Englishes
According to the regression model, the combined effect of AKTIONSART and TENSE.MOD, on the one hand, and AKTIONSART and ANIMACY, on the other hand, affect speakers' choices of progressive over non-progressive constructions. However, the variation in speakers' constructional choices is not triggered with all Aktionsart categories, tenses or types of subject animacy. In what follows, we specifically focus on the combined effects of the specific Aktionsart categories, tenses and types of animacy that do trigger variation patterns in our data. We first consider the interaction AKTIONSART and TENSE.MOD and then we focus on AKTIONSART and ANIMACY. Figure 2 shows to what extent Achievements and States influence speakers' choices of (non-)progressive constructions in modal contexts. In Figure 2 , as well as all the remaining figures, the x indicates the predicted probability, the vertical dashed line marks the mean predicted value for progressive constructions in the data and the error bars show 95 per cent confidence intervals. It should be borne in mind that while the interaction with States is highly significant, the interaction with Achievements is only marginally significant. Thus, observations with regard to the latter can only be tentative at this point. Overall, Figure 2 shows that, expectedly, with States, speakers of all types of English are predicted to opt for non-progressive constructions (as in (8)), due to the inherent incompatibility of stative situations and the durative nature of the progressive construction. The same pattern is observed with Achievements (as in (9)), arising from the fact that Achievements portray situations that include very little or no duration at all, which again is incompatible with the durative nature of the progressive. Building on existing research that already documents the preference of States with non-progressive aspect (Rautionaho and Deshors, forthc.), with our regression results, we are able to pinpoint the exact linguistic context in which this preferential pattern takes place, namely contexts that involve modal uses (as well as, as we will see below in Figure 3 , uses with past tenses). Continuing with our AKTIONSART:TENSE.MOD interaction (illustrated in Figure 3 ), let us now focus on contexts of use involving past tenses. In those contexts, and in contrast with modal contexts, we observe that it is Accomplishments and States that significantly influence speakers' constructional choices. Although both aspectual categories show a relatively low association with progressive constructions, they do so in different degrees: Accomplishments attract more progressives than States, which in itself makes sense given that, contrary to States, Accomplishments imply some duration and are thus more compatible with the durative nature of progressives. Moving on to the next interaction, AKTIONSART:ANIMACY (illustrated in Figure  4) , we observe that the influence of ANIMACY over the constructional choices of all our speakers is to some extent very localized. This is mainly based on the observation that speakers are only influenced by this predictor where grammatical subjects are inanimate and where the situation is stative. In fact, it emerges that it is in such context (with inanimate grammatical subjects) that progressive constructions are the least predicted compared to all the other contexts (predictors) included in the study. In other words, the progressive strongly prefers animate subjects, which was to be expected on the basis of earlier diachronic studies, such as Kranich (2010) . Furthermore, our results suggest that even though generally States disprefer progressives, this dispreference is not categorical in nature. Depending on the linguistic contexts, the predictability of a progressive construction co-occurring with States can vary to some extent (see section 4.2.2. for more details and examples).
Figure 4: The interaction AKTIONSART:ANIMACY
Let us now turn to the other type of interactions, namely those that yield differences across EFL, ENL and ESL. In turn, we will consider how the different types of English speaking populations differ in their constructional choices in contexts that involve different lexical aspect, types of grammatical subject animacy and tenses.
Interactions with the predictor Continuum
Starting with Aktionsart and Accomplishments, specifically, the interaction illustrated in Figure 5 is the only interaction where progressive constructions emerge as more highly predicted than their non-progressive counterpart. More specifically, all three types of English-speaking populations are found to generally prefer progressive marking with Accomplishments. However, it is interesting to note that, despite this general common tendency, individual types of Englishes differ significantly in the degrees to which they prefer the progressive. As our regression model in Table 3 shows, both the differences between, on the one hand, native and non-native speakers and, on the other hand, EFL and ESL speakers are significant. With Figure 5 , non-native and native speakers use progressives significantly differently, which is also the case for ESL and EFL speakers. So in contexts where Accomplishments are involved, there is significant variation across the three populations of speakers: ESL speakers are those that are more highly predicted to choose a progressive over a non-progressive (as in (10)). Together, EFL and ESL patterns differ significantly from ENL patterns, with EFL patterns being the least predicted and ESL patterns the most highly predicted. This contrasts with States (illustrated in Figure 6 ) where only the patterns in native (ENL) and non-native (ESL and EFL together) differ significantly. In other words, whether speakers are EFL or ESL users, their contexts of acquisition and use of English makes no difference on their constructional choices of a progressive or a non-progressive form. With States, the tendency of non-native speakers is to prefer progressive constructions to a lesser degree than native speakers. Another interesting aspect of the result in Figure 6 is that native speakers are the ones who tend to use progressives with States (as in (11); however, the overall preference is for the non-progressive). However, a qualitative analysis of all States in the present data shows that extensions of the progressive into non-delimited States 10 are most frequently found in ESL varieties; thus, while ENL varieties show a higher preference for the progressive to co-occur with States than non-native varieties, it is in ESL varieties, specifically, that we find non-standard use of stative progressives (as in (12)).
(10) They are developing curriculum they have asked me to be with them (ICE-IND, S1A-019) (11) He's being very fair and dividing his time between us (ICE-GB, S1A-031) (12) But they must be uh be belonging to some I mean uh good I mean families (ICE-IND, S1A-025) Now let us turn to the interaction between CONTINUUM and ANIMACY (illustrated in Figure 7 ). With this interaction, EFL and ESL users are once again observed to make similar construction choices that, together, differ significantly from those of native speakers. The tendency with this interaction is for native speakers to prefer progressive marking with inanimate grammatical subjects to a significantly lesser degree than EFL and ESL speakers (as in (13)). The fact that nonnative speakers actually show a less restricted use of inanimate subjects with the progressive (albeit the preference is, nevertheless, for the non-progressive in all variety types) may indicate that non-native speakers, EFL speakers in particular, are not fully aware of the preference the progressive has for animate subjects, rather than inanimate, or that they are developing different usage norms from those of ENL.
(13) I think that plan is forming right now (LINDSEI-FI, FI036)
Finally, let us move on to our last interaction, CONTINUUM and TENSE.MOD (illustrated in Figure 8 ). With this interaction, we find that in past tense occurrences, all three types of English speakers make constructional choices that significantly vary from one another. More specifically, ENL speakers are the speakers who are predicted to use the highest number of progressive constructions in past tense contexts (that is, more than 50% of the time). With the non-native variet-ies, we find that EFL users are predicted to opt for progressives more often than ESL users, making EFL speakers' uses of the progressive in past tense contexts more native-like compared to ESL speakers. This tendency of ENL varieties to portray a more or less even distribution of present and past tense progressives and of ESL varieties to prefer the present tense with progressives has been discussed by Rautionaho (2014) and Salles Bernal (2015) , among others.
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Figure 8: The interaction CONTINUUM:TENSE.MOD
In sum, based on the above results involving Continuum, it seems that each English population has its specific linguistic context in which they favor progressive constructions compared to the other types of Englishes. Specifically, with ESLs, progressives are more highly predicted with Accomplishments, with EFLs, progressives are more highly predicted with inanimate subjects and with ENLs, progressives are more highly predicted with States and past tenses.
Discussion
This study set out to investigate the ENL-ESL-EFL continuum from the point of view of the progressive vs. non-progressive alternation. Starting with a cluster analysis and then digging deeper into the data with the logistic regression analysis, our aim was to revisit the currently debated question of whether ENL, ESL and EFL should be approached as dichotomous types of Englishes or whether they should be seen to form a continuum of native and non-native Englishes. non-progressive constructions?, the cluster analysis showed that the individual varieties do conform well to the traditional Kachruvian model: with non-progressives especially, we observed a clear-cut divide between ENLs, ESLs, and EFLs. With progressives, the result is a little less clear-cut given that although French and Polish learner Englishes form an EFL cluster of their own, Finnish learner English clusters together with IndE and AmE while the two ESL varieties NigE and SgE cluster together with BrE. On the whole, however, the dendrogram supports a dichotomous approach to ENL, ESL and EFL more than it supports the continuum. As regards (ii), which linguistic contextual factors contribute to those different alternation patterns?, the logistic regression analysis draws a relatively complex picture of the (non-)progressive alternation across types of Englishes in that in certain linguistic contexts EFL and ESL speakers use progressives more than native speakers (e.g. with inanimate subjects), in other contexts they use progressives less than natives (e.g. in the past tense) and in yet other contexts (e.g. with Accomplishments) they both differ from one another while being altogether different from ENL. Overall, bringing (i) and (ii) together, while the cluster analysis shows that, at a coarse level of granularity, Kachru's classification makes sense, the regression shows that, when we start digging into the specific linguistic contexts in which progressive and non-progressive constructions are used, the Kachruvian classification does not systematically transpire in the data in a uniform manner. That is to say that drawing conclusions on the validity of the continuum or the dichotomous nature of English types based on cluster results alone may lead to premature generalizations as those conclusions may only hold true for certain linguistic contexts and not others.
12 With regard to progressive marking specifically, this is a crucial point since this is a linguistic feature that has not only been explored alongside a wide range of co-occurring phenomena, including tense, modality, voice, semantic domain of main verbs, subject animacy and functions of the progressive (see e.g. Collins 2008 , Edwards 2014 , Rautionaho 2014 but it has also fueled much of existing conversations on the validity of the continuum.
In addition to the above, our results bring an interesting perspective on the connection between the type of methodology adopted in studies on the continuum and the position that scholars tend to assume about the dichotomous vs. gradient nature of types of English. Generally, to explore the continuum, scholars have used three types of quantitative approaches: (i) based on (normalized) frequencies of occurrence of progressive constructions (e.g. Hundt and Vogel 2011; Rautionaho 2014; ), (ii) based on more sophisticated classification approaches such as cluster analysis and correspondence analysis (e.g. van Rooy 2006; Szmrecsanyi and Kortmann 2011; Edwards and Laporte 2015) and (iii) based on multifactorial logistic regression approaches (e.g. Deshors 2014; Gries and Deshors 2015) . What is highly interesting here is that within each type of quantitative approach, all studies tend to come to the same conclusion about the continuum: Hundt and Vogel (2011), Rautionaho (2014) , all support the continuum; van Rooy (2006), Szmrecsanyi and Kortmann (2011) and Edwards and Laporte (2015) all support a dichotomous distinction between EFL, ESL and ENL; and with regressions, there is flexibility with Deshors (2014) supporting the continuum and Gries and Deshors (2015) leaning slightly more towards a dichotomous classification. Specifically, Gries and Deshors (2015: 154) claim that there is no clear-cut position on the continuum discussion: "[W]hile the paradigm gap should be bridged in the sense of analyzing EFL and ESL data together, we should also be open to the possibility that analyzing EFL and ESL together may provide more support for their differences than their similarities". Interestingly, the results we present in the current study follow the above pattern with a cluster analysis that captures distinctions between the three types of Englishes and a regression analysis that allows us to observe that different linguistic contexts cause EFL and ESL to behave more or less similarly and therefore lead more towards a continuum position. The underlying finding here therefore lies in that the conclusions that scholars reach about the validity of the continuum seem to be tightly tied with their choice of quantitative approach. In this context, the present results suggest that, when investigating the continuum through the lense of a particular linguistic item, scholars would benefit from including in their methodological design more than one statistical technique so as to avoid a potentially dangerous methodological bias. So in sum, at a coarse analytical level, our analysis supports the claim that Kachru's classification of English types provides a theoretical framework to explore the linguistic structure of ESL and EFL. At a more fine-grained level, however, we find that only specific linguistic contexts clearly reflect the dichotomy between the three types of Englishes. Ultimately, these results emphasize the importance of not only carefully considering the contexts of use in which linguistic phenomena are to be assessed but also to bear in mind that, depending on what those contexts consist of, they may lead to different conclusions on the validity of the continuum.
With regard to (iii), to what extent do spoken data (as opposed to written data) help us further our understanding of progressive marking in World Englishes?, based on our results and those presented in Rautionaho and Deshors (forthc.), we are able to identify tentatively three usage patterns of (non-)progressive constructions that seem to be characteristic of spoken language. It should be noted, however, that although Rautionaho and Deshors (forthc.) is, to date, the study which is the most comparable to the present analysis, in that it is a multifactorial analysis of the progressive vs. non-progressive alternation in written language across BrE, AmE, SingE, IndE and Dutch Englishes, the methodological designs of both studies are very similar but not identical. For instance, Rautionaho and Deshors' analysis includes genre as a predictor and is based on individual English varieties rather than types of Englishes. However, despite those differences, we identify the following patterns to further explore in future studies: (i) contrary to written data, the predictor SEMANTIC.DOMAIN does not seem to influence speakers' choice of progressive and non-progressive constructions; (ii) Accomplishment situations and past tense significantly influence speakers' constructional choices but they do not influence writers' constructional choices and (iii) the past tense context has a strong effect with verbs denoting a State and an Accomplishment and distinguishes between, on the one hand, native and non-native constructional choices, and, on the other hand, between EFL and ESL uses. However, in written data, the past tense is not found to influence writers' constructional choices in any of those contexts of use. Ultimately, although these results need to be further investigated, they point towards the need to complement the present work with a multifactorial analysis of progressive vs. non-progressive constructions that will contrast speech and writing as part of a single analysis.
Finally, in addition to the above results, and beyond our three research questions, we would like to briefly return to the initial regression model we computed (see the end of Section 3.3). The main reason behind the poor reliability of the initial model is that there were too few co-occurrences of certain linguistic features within certain varieties, which made it difficult, and in some cases impossible for the model to make predictions on which construction, progressive or non-progressive, a speaker of a particular variety would choose. The fact that the first more comprehensive model was not conclusive is, we believe, an interesting result in itself as it suggests that, at least for the exploration of progressive marking, it may be somewhat misleading to draw conclusions about types of Englishes, and ultimately the validity of the continuum, solely based on observed patterns at the level of individual Englishes and without assessing quantitatively whether or not those differences can 'safely' lead to realistic conclusions about the continuum. On that basis, it seems that before drawing conclusions, analysts should, whenever possible, complement their results using different statistical techniques.
Notes
1. Even though Deshors (2014) applies both techniques successively in her analysis of the dative alternation in EFL and ESL, her study is set up to explore her data at the level of individual English varieties rather than at the level of types of Englishes. 2. Due to small overall frequencies for aspectual verbs and causative verbs, these two domains were merged for the statistical analysis performed in Rautionaho and Deshors (forthc.) . Existence verbs were found to prefer the non-progressive, while Aspect-Causative verbs and Mental verbs showed a preference for the progressive. 3. The situation is slightly better when we want to compare written data: the ICE Student writing sections may be compared to the International Corpus of Learner English corpora. Also, the Corpus of Dutch English (Edwards 2016) provides data that are, more or less, fully comparable to the entire written part of ICE. 4. We would like to express our gratitude to Sylviane Granger and Sandra Götz for a discussion on the comparability of ICE and LINDSEI. 5. The regular expression used to retrieve non-progressives was '_VB |_VBD|_VBP|_VBZ'. The new versions of ICE have been annotated using the Penn Treebank tagset. The search engine returns the matches in a random order -the first 250 relevant matches were extracted for the purposes of the present study. 6. Although the data were coded for VOICE and SEMANTIC.DOMAIN, those two variables were not included in the regression model due to their highly imbalanced distribution (in the case of VOICE) and, in the case of SEMAN-TIC.DOMAIN and AKTIONSART, there were too few occurrences of particular AKTIONSART categories co-occurring with specific semantic domains, which would ultimately jeopardize the reliability of the regression model. 7. Some models include more than these three parameters: Vendler's (1957) original classification included the parameter [±Voluntary] , while Brinton (1988) added [±Homogeneity] and [±Multiplicity] . For our purposes, the three parameters draw an accurate enough picture.
8. The Imperfective Paradox (Dowty 1979: 133) refers to the fact that the progressive aspect may affect the Aktionsart categorization value of a situation. In John was drawing a circle, the progressive does not entail that the natural end-point was ever reached, i.e. we do not know whether John actually finished drawing the circle. 9. The reference levels for the independent variables are the following: AKTIONSART = 'process'; TENSE.MODALITY = 'present'; ANIMACY = 'animate'. 10. Following Sharma (2009: 180-181) , non-delimited statives (and habituals) are not tied to a specific time-span, i.e. there are no explicit nor implied temporal delimiters (e.g. these days) present in the context. Non-delimited statives (and habituals) are thus incompatible with the progressive in StE. For instance, you must be having waterfalls? (ICE-IND, S1A-008) refers to a permanent situation, the existence of waterfalls, and is thus a non-delimited instance of a State portrayed by a progressive construction. 11. It should be noted that the preference of the progressive to co-occur with either the present or the past tense is highly context-dependent (see Rautionaho 2014: 104) . Depending on the topic of the conversation, speakers choose the more appropriate tense and grammatical aspect; the data representing ENL, ESL and EFL may include different topics of conversation, which, in turn, may affect the result at hand. 12. We acknowledge the fact that Szmrecsanyi and Kortmann (2011) presents a cluster analysis of World Englishes based on a catalogue of over twenty contextual linguistic features. However, despite the demonstrated usefulness of their analysis, by its very nature, their clustering approach does not account for the possible interaction between all the features included in the study.
Table A1 Confidence intervals
